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In recent generative theory, it has been prépcsed that
pr1ncxples of ‘Universal Grammar (UG)ﬁvafyh \léng- a numberL of
parameters, and that languages differ as*f? the‘sett1ngs of these

. . parameters that they adopt the exact ‘setting belng determ1ned on .

‘the basis p£ ev1dence from thecgartlcular language being learned

)(Chomsky 1981, 1981b, 1982): . »

—

UG ConSIStS of a highly structured and f“str1ct1ve:
v system of pr1nc1ples with certain opeﬁ parameters, to
"~ be f1Xeﬁ by experlence. As these parameters are flxed
a gramm mx determined, what we may call a | 'core.
grammar ' Chomsky 1981b, 38).

/' / PN
This-concept of parametric variation is of partjcular interest

~ t

FLot4i70

whére second -lanquage (L2) acquisition is concerned, since second”

/ﬁlagggage learners will ofﬁeﬁ'bg in.the ,situation where their

first languade (L1) hag fixed some parameter oge way,' whilst the

9

. . ¢ A
target language has some otherw‘setting, or the situation may
» .
‘arise where the 1rst language has some paramnfernactlvated whlch-

- ¢
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15 not operatlve-ln.Li, or‘vice: versa. K
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One sﬁqh parameter ..is known as "pro-drop” :(Ctomsky 198la;
Jagggli'lS?z; ;flzi 1982). Languages such as Italian and Spanish

)

» ~ have a number of - properties which are: atttibuted to this’

parameter, 1nclud1ng the ab111ty to omit subjects, freﬁ 1nversxon!

b tr

‘of subjgctnand verb in declarative sentences, and so-called that

hd trace effects, where a complementxter may apparantly be followed
r tby the trace of , moved category. These properties are
oy ' 2 L8 . .
' illustrated in (1), below: <> . S ‘
' . . . . f
Y T.a. Anda muy ocupada ' ¢
) ~ . *Is very busy | . 7
. - - ‘ /' R .
)b. Vino Juan
& . *Came Juan-
c. Quien dijiste que vino?
oo ; .. *Who did you say that ___game?ﬁ
‘ 37
Engl1sh and French, on the other hand are not pro- drop %gnguages
; e
and do not, ‘have these propert1es. Thus, the Englxsh eéﬁzvalents
of (1a), (1b) and (lc).are ungrammatlcal.
s - . . . _e .‘::‘. . . . =
5 Spanish adults learning English as a secqnd language are in

the"position of having had_ the pro-drop'paramgter activated in-

theln\LI and they are faced with learn1ng a language where it is

-

‘not inm operat1?n. Two gQquestions of '1n5erest arise in such

> c1rcumstances- 'J” | N Ll

s
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i. Will native speakers. of Spanish realize immediately, an the

- " basis of'the English ‘data, that énglishais "not a pro-drop’
language, or will they assume, lnitially' at least, “that

Enclish is 1like Spanish with respect to this ~particular

parameter? | In other words, is the carrylng 'over of a.

parameter of Ll a potential source of 1nterference errors

T .

in L2?
. - ' .‘ a
,i}. where one prfhciple of UG_\encompasses a number of related
| propertigs,_ as proedrop doesf will evidence as to the
non-occurreuce ofxone ot these propertles be sufficient to
tr1gger loss in ~ the other areas subsumed by the parameter
in question,‘ or will the L2 learner requ1re separate
evidence for each aspect of the parameter7 For example,
once<\the native speaker of Spanish has worked out . that
English does not allow subject verb inversion in
'declaratlve sentences, ;ill he also know'Without being
.spec1f1cally taug&t that the Engllsh version of (l¢) is

ungrammatlcal? On many accounts of the pro-drop parameter,

the poss1b111ty of that trace fssquences is «closely related
to the possibilty of subject - verb .inversioh,"so ‘that
recognltlon that both are ungrammatlcal in Engllsh mlght be
,connected. If"th1s prov to. be- so,f 1t .will Thave
1nterest1né 1mp11catlons for language learn1ng and language

teach1ng,-suggest1ng th&t the teachlng of certaln aspects
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of a labgUage ma§y have a range 'pf unexpected but

2, i .
J - - ) ? ! . ‘
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far-reaching cansequences.

L o . . | & . ‘
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| Thus, there are two related hypothesea to be investigated’

" here, the first. be1ng the assumption that a situation where some

Ll parameter is not. activated in Lz will requxre the 1earnerj

- effectirel& to "lose" ’the Ll parameter, leadzn? " at  least
1n1t1ally, to the carrylng over of Ll structures into L2 The
second, hypotheszs 1s that in. los1ng the L1 parameter‘ all aspects
of the parameter should be lost together, Just as in the reverse
situation, where some *Bgfaaeter has to be acqu1red for L2 which
‘is not present in Ll, one might hypothe51ze that all aspects of

. &

~ the:parameter would be learned together.

-’

Ideally, any .Theory of second language acquisition should
. :

‘}be able to account both for the occurrence of "develogmental"

i -

errors, namery those thought to reflect uhiversal acquisition

prbcesses,\and for 1nter£erence errors, those that reflect some
. ‘Yl

'1nfluence from the mother tongue. On the whole, ltheories have
qoncehtrated on one or the other- for example, the Contraathe
‘Analysisf hypothe51s places emphasis on interference errors;
hhereas the. Creat1veQConstruct10n theory (pulaﬁfaqd (Burt 1974;
Dulay, Burt ' and Krashken 1982) downplays the incidence of ‘such
errors, instead empha51z1ng developmental ones. In much L2

- " rnsearch that accepts UG as an explanatory construct, it is




A
assumed that little 'or no irnterference should"'occur, that UG
iPOUId be able to;1nteract directly with the L2 data unaf fected

by the LI, and bhat to acknowledge an Lnfluence by Ll somehow

K
diminishes the role of UG, or of univers cqu151t1on processes.

rJ/ I shculd llke to suggest, on the confrary, that if interference

>

,errors do ar1se in circumstances predictable on the basxs of

parametric variation in' UG, then we may be closer to achieving a

oy

'-'Fj

"\, theory- that, can account for ﬁoth-error types, since interférence
. e /e .

will “be predicted to occur-only where L1 and L2 parameters.

_ : ) r
d{ffer. Where they do not differ, the learner should be able to

~.

.

acquire the relevant aspects' of L2 unaffected by " his Ll

L8, : . .
experience. _ , . ,0&\
. L | S S

i , )
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In otder to investigate these issues; Spanish adulcs

learniné English as a second language were tested on various

aspects of pro drop, to see 1f they ‘would carry over nnto Engllsh
\- - .

any or all of the structures assoc1ated\w1th thlS parameter. R

Subjects : - \

—

The subjects for this study consisted of 73 -adults

"alearning English as -a“second language (ESL) in day intensive

courses in the Continuing Education programme at -McGill

.University in: Montreal. Of these, 54. wereénative speakers of

» .
-
f



Spanish and they constitated‘the experimental groub, whilst 19

/' nat1ve speakers of Fr;nch acted as controls, since French;~like
Engllsh is not)'a pro-drop .language., The subjects vere
distributed throuahout levels 1 to 5 of the Cont1nu1ng Educat17d’

™ ESL programme;, level 1 be1ng beg1nners and Level 5 advanced.
They were 1n1t1ally placed on the bas1s of their scores ‘on the-
Michigan Placement . Test, with adjustments subsequently made by’
the teachers in the programﬁe. The Spanish: subjects were
dlstr1buted through the levels as follows- 6 subjecus in Level 1,
11 in Level 2, 8 in Level 3, 24 1n Level 4 ana 5 in Level 5. For

" the French subjects, because there were very few in Levels 1 and

| 5 (in fact, one ‘subject at each of these levels), the groups vere
collapsed as fOllOWS‘ 5 subjects in Levels 1 and 2, 8 subjects in
Pevel 3, and 6 squecus in Levels 4 and 5. All but’seven of the

Spanish group'had*been in Canada- fot less than one ye: ", whereas

all but two oé the French group were native Quebecers.

e e =, S
)

> ' . L}

Testihg was carried out'by means of a grammatic lit&
judgment, task. Sﬁhjects wefe. givenwa list of 31 randomized

written _sentences in " BEnglish, which included correct) and

.(see Appendix). The decision as to
~ 5 - N

correctness versus incorrectness of the test .sentences was the

ipcorrect structure

.
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I// experimenter's, but the teachers of the subjects -in this

experiment confirmed my judgments. " There vere six ungrammatical

roe

sententes with missing sub]ects, for example:

-

2, John is greedy. Eats like a pig. )
. { 3

¥ A 4
of these six sentences, two had expletive it missingk whilst the

rest required personal pronouns such as he and she. - There were
five sentences with ungrammatical.  subject-verb inversion, for

example:

”
»~

3. Slept the,baby for three houfs/

There were two ungrammatical sentences where the subject of an
N ce

embedded clause had been questioned, with the compLementlzer that -

n

in position:

[ B v
-

4. Which movié do you think that will be on television
this even;ng?

%

*  In addition, there were three grammat1cal sentences with § that

2

correctly omitted, on the assumption that Spanlsh sub]ects might

N f

actually insert that in such cases:

[

R
.® ?

f / . o ,,.(

: A e 5. Who do ydu bel1eu§ Wlll be the next pre51dent
. " of - the USA? \ , ] X
. . . g ,

In other words, the ungrammatical sentences correspond to those

. » . H PR
e ; H - e
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‘“outlined in (la), KXb) and (lc) that is, Jhilst they are

ungrammatical in - English, the Spanish equivalents afe-.

grammatical, <2> | ; \ ?
- X
: \ )\
Subjects were asked to read;the sentences in their own time

and to indicate for each sentence whether they con51dered 1t te

A//

“ be grammatical or ungrammat1cal. The 1nstrucczons used the terms

A

~r

correct and incorrect, as it was. felt that students would be more

]

familiar with these. Before they began, they were g1ven\a brief

€ .. :
explanation of the procedure to follow, and an 'example. Where

(.

they chose 1ncorrect they were' asked to try and supply a )

correction. In add1tzon, subjects were asked to indicate whether

they were sure or unsure of their judgments. They weré asked to

. . . A
give their first impression of the™ sentences and not to change

their minds. There was no time limit bur},most of the subjects

completed the task in less than 30 minutes: V/\
- 1 .\A;‘
4

In addition to the test sentences, students-filled out a

br1ef quest1onna1re g1V1ng detalils as to their 'age on first

b

learning Engllsh their mother tongue, other languages known to

them, length of time spenf>1n Emgllsh-spea?/ng countries, etc.

. ’ N
k ' e 0
H .
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Results ‘
o N
. a)'

The results euégest that Spanish tudents: do carry the

RS pro-drpp parameter  over fhto Engl1sh at ieast initially,l and

that certain agpects of the parameter are harder to "unset" than

Y,

others. : 4 , N

) To take the case of the missing subject prcnouns first,the

( ’ - ’ Y ’

Spanish subjects; unlike the French controls, in many cases
/ o ' ‘l—e '

-the Ancorrectness of sentences where the subjedt

falled to notic
4
was missing.  The results are summarlzed in Table 1. Note that a

D . )
response of correct is the wrong answer,,81nce the sentences are

f in fact ungrammatical. <3>° e
. 4 .

—

' v Table 1
¢ P
-Numbers Eespondinge correct“ to sentences Wlth missing subjects.

Sentence no. Spanlsh Ll (N=54) French Ll(N 19)
> 2 20 (37%) 4 (21%) .
, 4" .21 (39%) Y 7 (37%)
. : 8 . ‘ 19 (35%) 1 (5%) -
- 21 ' 26 (48%) 2 (10%)
Cos 22 ) _ 122 (41%) 3 (16%)
~ 30 ' : 31 (57%) : 4 (21%) v

( . , ) N (-
. o

[ . . . ? Al
As can be, seen from Table - 1, the Spanish students are more "
‘likely than the French to ~accept an ungrammatical Englisﬁ

senterice with ‘a missing subject.  The difference between  the

1
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Spanish and French resoonses is significant at‘ the .pl\ level
(corrected Chi—squére);for sentence Zi; ot.the .05 level ‘for
sentences 8 ‘and 30, and at the..l -ievel for sentence 22. The
difference in responses to sentences 2 and 4 is not statistically
significant. 1In many cases, the Span;sh subjects are respondzng
at chance leveli\ uhereas the french are qulte‘ accurate at
identifyino the ungrammaticalify of such sentehces. The Spanish
responses fé% sentences ; 21, 22, and 30 are not szgn1§1cant1y‘

dszerent from chance ( 05 level, b1nom1a1 one~ talled test);

whereas the French responses for all sentences ‘except 4 are

. szgn1f1cantly more accurate than,chance (at the .01 level). The

\
ohly sentence. q€at caused problems to the French was sentence (4)
1n the test, repeated below as (6): ' ok

-

“
\ r

§ . o~ s

S 6. Seems that Fred is unhappy-
' t c d

It is aarguabie' that this sentence would be acceptable in
informal, spoken English, so that the failure of eLther group to

reject this sentence couid stem. from that fact.

I4
If one looks at\the Span1sh results by level, oné€ sees that
- \ ’
the beginners ,are mosg\ inclined to accept missing sub%ects in
e

English and that ther is a gradual improvement in ability to

S

recognize the ungrammaticality of such sentences,’ shown by a
. . \ . ~

decrease in the number\ of responses of correct to incorrect
‘ -y U ’ ! . . ’
dentences. Thesé results\are presented in Table 2.

&

-10- . .
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| @, Table 2.

Spanish responses by level to sentences with 21
missing subjects: numbers responding “"correct”

Level N - ' Sentences
“ 2 ¢, 8 . o2 22 30
C o 1(Ne6) 6(100%) 4(67%) 4(673) 6(100%) 5(83%) 6(100%)
. 2(N=11) 7(64%) 3027%) 5(45%) 7(64%) -4(36%) 9(82%)
‘ 3(N=8) _  3(37%) 4(50%) 2(25%) 4(50%) 2(25%) 5(63%)
. _ 4(N=24) " 4(17%) 8(33%) 7(29%) 8(33%)  8(33%) 10(42%)
' 5(N=5) 0 - 2(40%) 1(20%) 1(20%) 3(60%) 3(20%) .

- . .o j

Sentence (4), the sentence starting with seems does not show
impronement; this is the"sentence that also-caused proylems to
the French subjects and the failure of the 'higher level Spanish'
subjects to judge it ‘ungrammatical may be explained in the same
way. Sentence (22) also shows no improvement with increasing
level;.I have no epranation for this result. |

?“

The results from the Frent¢h controls broken down by level \.

are presented 1in Table 3. They show l1ttle 1mprpvement, since
C A
all 1evels were more accurate at récogn1z1ng the 1mp0551b111ty of

missing subjects in Engl1sé\. v
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French responses by level to sentenges élth '
mlsszng subjects: numbers responding correct"

f

5
~

+ Leyel é;;; - C - Sentences : o
1-2(N=5) 1(20%) ° 2(40%)  1(20%) . 1(20%) . 2(40%) 3({60%)
~,. 2TN=8)  1(12%) 4(50%) O 1€12%) 0 1(12%)

4-5(N=6) 2(33%) 1(17%) 0 0 1(17%) .0

Turnlng now to the judgmentS' on declaR@txve sentences with
sﬁbje:} verb 1nver51on, the results are given in Table 4. As

beforé,. a response of correct is the wrong answer.

¥
\ . 4
Tee co ~. Table 4,

Numbers responding "eorrect” to structures
with verb-subject word order. -

| _ oA
Sentences. B Spanish L1(N=54) g French L1(N=19)

- B : o - 18(33%) = - 8(42%)
. 11 18(33%) 7(37%)
. 13 o 4(7%) , - 3{16%}

15 1(2%) 1(5%)

27 . 18(33%) 4(21%)

There is no significant difference in the responses of the

. , ' ~- . .
two groups to any oﬁ\\these sentences (corrected Chi-square

scores, .05 1level). There are a number Sf“xpgints to be made

¢ ere @ ints to ke mad

about these results. ,Sentences (13) and (15) were—_simple
< ™

. ~—
’ S~

'

e =12~ ’ \
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sentences with verb subject word' order and almost “wi'thout
exception these were recognized as - ungrammatical by both Spanish-
and French'subjects‘at,all levels. Sentence (1l1) was proqfematic
for - both groups, probably because the presence- of tﬂe dummy
subject there imposed extra *problems, sinqe it involves éhe
| sub]ects' knowing propertzes of dummy there and the verbs it can
'9ccur with, irrespective of the word order issue. Sentence (5),

/nith’an embedded question in ‘inééxtgg/erder, vas dl?f1CU1t for

both groups. Gi#en that”embedded questions in English are”

- o A

wel’-known for cau51ng problems to language learners of varzous

backgroqus, this was an qnforrunate choice of structure in whic¢h

{

to test the word order issue. On sentence (27), the Spanisnsi
performance seems worse than the French, though the difference is

not statistically significant.. "On examining,the correc%}ons made
— -
by those wheo dad Jddentify th1s sentence as incorreét, many of the

;
.Span1sh subjects inserted there or he, effectlvely treat1ng thlS
as a sentence with a missing .subject pronoun. Thus, 13 could be
that failure to identify this as an incorrect sentence stems not
-from failure to recognize thgﬂ invérted word order but from
fa1lure to recogn1ze aymissing subject, which, as we have seen,
. is a problem for the, Span1sh subjects. <;lthough ‘one has - to
exercise caution . because of the above- mentrqned.con51derag1ons,
it dogés appear ‘?Fif neither group judged Vsito be_en accepteble
word order in simple English declaratives and " that any préblems
that arose were due to other aspects of the stimulus sentenges.:

~ : ..

N\ -13-
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v . The tinal pro-drop .stTucture tested here involves questlons
A e

i vher® the. subject of the embedded clause has beer extracted. The
tesﬁ‘inc%uded(three grammatic%l septences with thatl omitted and

two ungrammatlcal senteAces with that- present. These constitute
— \that trace violations, which are écceptabﬂe in Spanish but not in

\L .

Engllsh. In addition, sentence&(24) 1qvolved extractPn’ of the
. . ‘ 5l ,

. o & . R . .
object, w@ere retention of that 1is g:ammatzcal 1n;English* The

' LYt . a

resilts are summarized in Table 5. The uggrammatical senpences -

L}

(17) and (19) are st%rred‘in the Table: Note that the,respbﬁgé /

L4 « .
of correct is incgrrect for these two sentences but correct for >

. )
the rest..

v . '. & . ‘ . b3
\ B
{ . \\‘
'y Table 5.
. & ’ oo . »*
Numbesns respondifng Bcorrect"”
to extracted embedded subjects. N -
L - : / v
"Sentences. | A Spanish L1 (N=54) French L1 (N—lg)
- 10 . a9 (91%) .. 17 (90%)
17* A 38 (70%). ‘ 12 (63%)
18 _ 3Q (67%) ) / 14 (74%)
19% . 43 (80%) N 14 $783)
28 L -~ 53 (98%) *16°(84%)
24 : , 47 (87%) o 16 (Q?%) {J

L

There is no significant difference in the responses of the two

groups to any of these sentences. The Spanish subjects clearly
. 3
A have a ' problem in recggn1z1ng the uwgrammatlcallty of (17) and

(19), and this.was true at all levels. They appear to assume that
Y

<y

\' . o C1g-
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English allows both- presence or absence of that in gquestions
.(1 -, . " . / —~ —_— o
. _ . : N
involving extr&éiion of subjects from emﬁedded'clauses. - This is
gsupported by the fact that in-ohly one case was the word that
“ inserted into one of the grammaticélﬂseqténées. The French at all
. : : ) _
levels also have problems in red%gnizing the ungrammatality of

these two sentences, a point I shall retyirn to in my discussion.

"In spite of their difficulties with {I77 and (19), both groups -

give more , responses correct -to the correct séntgpces taken
tdgetherJ than to the i orrect- ~sentences. The difference is
significant.(T'test,.OS level). This suggests that they are not

totally unaware of the ungrammaticality of thfACtiOP ~€ subjegfs\

from such clauses. : . . T ”
\ ’ N\ ] T
B / Y

. \ s . ,
.In addition to secing whether the subjects as a group had
! pgoblems in realising that English is not a pro-drop language, it

-is of interest to ask whether onetican show for any individual f
. s _ o
"subje t that all aspects of ths\?arameter are lost logether;,

~ which ‘wouid in?icate that ‘one -fs iageéﬁl dealing vwith one/
pafémeter with a\set of related cthéquencés. There aréfcertaig?"
5pr$blems in gskihg this quesfjon, in‘that défuétgges thataigvolvg/
eitrgctions of _embedded~égbjec3§,are dlqérlg more . complex tﬁéé -
those involving omis§§6n of subjects or fubjéct verb inversion} B
The formeé neceésitates the understanding of sententi&l
embe@dings; whilst the }atter do -not. Hence one cannot exp;gt

every suéjectg who has QQ;reétly realised that English does nbt-
_ ;A >

//' . ) a2 ‘i
-15- _: | ' -
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om1t subjects and does not allow verb subject order necessarily
to reall e thatadthe complement1zer that must - be absent when
questioning subjects of} embedded elauses,. ;1nce fa11ure to
realize the latter might simply stem from a lack of mastery of
embeddlngs in general. Thus, one mist consider the opposite
# clrcumstance.ﬁ do thoSe~ subjects who clearly‘“fecdéaize lthe
ungrammatlcallty of (17) and (19) also show-ev1de;ce that they
\xecognlze that missing subjects and subject 'verb inversion are‘
_hot ppssible in Engllsh?_ |

Only 16 of \the SpaniSh subjects eefrectiy identified. (17)
and/or (19) as ungrammatzcal Of these, ail but one have clearly
tealized that Engllsh does not allow inversion in declaratrﬁégkﬂm””d
ﬁd;ever, of this same group, only 10 seem reasonably clear that

\ Englfsh does not allow missing pronouns (that is fot'the six
h sentences with subjects missing they judged at least half of them |
J to be unacceptable}., '

If one looks just at missing subjects and at inversion,
both of which are relevant to 51mple sentences, it is not clear
that the ‘the loss of these two aspects of the parameter -go hand
dn hand: there are 18..stjects, many of them at the Iower .\

levels, who judge VS to be.an unacceptable order in;hnglish but

who fail to judge missing subjects to be unacceptable. ,




o

Discussion. \\

Before,discussing the implications of these &esults,'a;wordf'
on the use of gramma&zcallty Judgment data is’necessary. A
number of recent, papers have argued £dr the use of 1ntu1tlonal'

v
data as - a useful ‘source of information about the language

'learner s current grammar (e. g Schachter, Tyson and Diffley 1976;

_Slngh d'aAnglejan «and Carroll 1982- Gasgs 1983; Chaggron 1983).

However, it mlght be-objected that asking the learner to judge
written sente ceé”does not truly test his "acgulred" system,-
51noe it. gives him opportun1t1es to "monitor™ (Krashen 1981),
that is"to make use of! knowledge about the L2 .consciocusly
"lea ned"7but> not yet fully @integrated into ' the interlanguage.
nid

makes the results all the more'interesting if, even given

time to mon1tor, the learner neuertheless fails to notice a

ybartigula: kind of error, suggest1ng that the structures in

3,

questibn'have,not even been "learned”, let alone "acquired". . In

‘addition, in the case. of the pro-drop parameter,'whﬁfst it is

possible that the necessity for-.subject'pronouns in English'is
xp11c1tly dzscussed in the - language classroom (and 1ndeed
several of the teachers invo}ved told me that they %o d1scuss
this), it seems most unlikely that Jthere is any discussion
whatsoever about extractlon of' enbedded subjects. Thus, “the
occasion to brlng any k1nd of conscious knowledge to bear on

these sentences would seem to be lacking. <4>. The fact that

_17_
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prg-drop“has both obﬁious and subtle man1festat1ons of this- kind

‘makes it a part1cularly 1nterest1ng phenomenon to: study. a

‘\ Q\, /

: & . -
\It“ seems clear from the results diseussed above that -

\
|

certain aspects of the pro-drop parameter are carried over by

_ nativé'sbeakers of Spanish learning ESL, suggestinq that learners

effectively have to lose parameters which ﬁgée been activated in
_ ‘ X el
L1 but which are not’ relevant for L2, ¢and'ﬁ§at they have some .

difficulty in doing so. This is.particularly ¢lear in the case

of . the judgments Aconcerning‘ missing subjects in Engllsh\ and

.extractlons of embedded subjects. The_ hypothesxs that UG should

be able to be interact directly with L2 data, 1rrespect1ve of Ll

M

experlpnce, would seem to be {Sconfirmed 1nethese cases, since,
, .

: - - . \
if that were so, one would expect subjects to reject the

/. : -
ungrammatical sentences at a level better than chance. Instead,

" with- the\gentences with missing .subject$, performance by the;

Spanish students was mostly at. chance level ' >unlike' the.-

nerformance of the Frencn controls, suggestlng that 1nterference
\: ‘

‘from the L1 parameter \'was preventing them from accurately

assessing the situatiow in  English, With the subject .
extractions, the effect‘ is even strongeré performance 1is not at

chance level but, rather, at a letel significantly 'higher than

‘chance they accept the ungrammatical sentences. Thus, the first
. e .

hypothesis, that having to lose an Ll parameter will ceuse

problems leading to fnterference errors seems to be supported.

_18_
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The gradual 1mprovement with level 'in ability to juééeA the
-senﬁedceﬁ with missing sub]ects as ungrammat1ca1 ‘suggests that
these problems will nbt necessar1ly perS1st. However,' there is‘”
only part1al support for. the second hypothe51s, that loss of all
aspects of the parameter w1ll be related. It is supported by the
;fect that those ﬁeople who realise.thgt'extractlon of subjeata
"cannot take plaée but of; a clause co;teining an over:
comﬁlementlzer in Enﬂ1xsh also: show evidence of- having mastered
the word order, though th1s is perhaps éﬁlvzally tﬂvc,v ﬁihce
' almost all. subjects real1sed the 1mp0551b1§1ty of VS order 1ne*
simple sentences. However, thel fact that ungrammatical word
order is more accurately identified than either of the other
aspeots of the parameter weS'knot- predicted by the second
. - hypothesis. u “ |
| g
Regarding the poesibility ‘of inverted word order, as
}hentioned above, it _is not at all clear that this is carried over
into'Engliéh.A.Eor the simple sentenoes, at least, the rejection
of the ungrammatical word order is extremely accurate. However,
given problems with some of the test<senteoces<’on inversion, as

/

/jéiscussed in the rasults, it is probably premature to draw any
= EOhclusione fro%)this. Rather, this aspect of the parameter

sentences. Nevertheless, it 1is of .interest that ‘some _recent

'proposals suggest thet vS word order should not be included as

3 - |

\).‘ ) : 4 20 . s b
. . } . . . N 9

should be reinvestigated .with a more careful choice of stimulus



part of the pro-dfop parameter at all {Chao 198%),“ a po?ﬁtiod

¥ that these results would be conSiStent with. S\ ol .\

5oL | o , : Ve o
_-- ® ! . 4 ’ » | f 'js ‘
Another issue concerns the gquestion of why Lthe, French:,

s

controls had difficulty in recognizing the ungrammaticality of.
extractions from clauses containing cdmplemeptizers. In Prench,’
" in cases of extraction of subjects from embedded clauses, .the

complementizer que undergoes a rule: que --> qui in such cases

3y

q‘(Kayne 1975), resultipg‘in»the following:

3 .
. oo

c

7. Qui crois-tu qui va veniﬁé
- .

-

The fact-that who and that are often interchangeable in English
and the existence of forms like (7) in Ergnéh éould have led %he
Freﬁéh squects tb 'accept'the ungrammat;iél English seqtences'
ﬁhere that has not been déleted.“ Thus; thg choice of'?rench as

‘the mother tongﬁe of the control group may not be ideal for this

‘particular aspect of-the parameter. Lo

‘ The results witb the  sentences with missing subject )
‘pronouns are relevant to -another proposal concerning such cases. |
.Cancino, Rdsaﬁ;ky and Schumann (1974), observing that Spanish
speakers often omit it in spontaneous speech, argue that this is
in fact a'phonologicalzg%ror, not a syntaétic one. ‘This poé&tion

is also adopted by Dulay; Burt and Krashen (1982);,,Howevér,tit

-is much harder to maintain this claim in the face of failure to

L i
-20- ¢
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.correct written sentences. ®<G5>, Furthermore, in the® experiment

'R

reported here, the m1ss1ng pronoun was 1t in only two o_}the six
i .

cases, yet all m1s51ng pronoyns caused problems, suggésting that
g : , '
we have a syntact1c error here.
- " - \:’ . i . . K x .

L

’;7 One final point remains to be considered, ‘namely.vhether
the assumption by Spanish speakers that English is a° prokdrop

Y

.~ language «is not due " to ‘interference from =Ll but _rather
- o o ' n oz . 1 . . «
constitutes evidence of a developmental stage, common' te first -

language learners and ﬁzvlearners, rggardless of thexr JL1 g In

3, . /
such a case, the dropping of pronouns would be of .: amblguoqu
u, v

; orrg1%3 jas suggested % by Fel1x~§ (1930), 'sznce both :the

4developmental trend and the Ll would, lead to pro-drop grrors. AE?'

N

wl_:\equlvalent cla1m would be that pro—dron conptitutes the unmarked

2

.case, as/argued by Hyams (n 83) for first language ach1s1t1on.:

n markedness in rblat1on to L2 assume
) / \ L

First adopt the /unmarked case,"

*A number of people work1ng

that' the L2 1earner Wlllw

regardlgss of the actual‘data avallable to h1m 1n Ll or L2 (e. g.

e

Kellerman 1978; Mazurkew1ch 1981, . 1983- Hyltenstam 1982;

Rutherford 1982; Muno%‘Llceras 1983). <6>. If that is the case,
. ”
and if pro-drop is | indeed the unmarked case, then the French

4

controls 'ought also 1nzt1ally to  treat Engllsh as a pro-drop
-.language, \;hich they failed to doy at a level s1gnificantly

greater than chance they judge sentences with.missing subjects to

«

be unacceptable in English. ‘This suggests that 75% extension oﬁ\

) . -
* i

" : _21_ \
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J

the pro-drop parameter into Engl1 h by native speakers of Span1sh‘

is indeed the effect'of hav1ng had that parameter operat1ve in Ll
!

and not simply due to trying out- pro-drop as the unma;ked_

hypothesis for any language being learned. .

.
o7
L7

Conclusion.

s
L/
-

Recent interest in universal aspects of L2 acquisition has

[y

- led to a playing down of the occuprence of interference:errors,
1nde76 to a feel1ng that they are an embarrassment to UG, and
there has been a consequent lack of attempts to expla1n them. It
is proposed here - that 1;ngu1§t&p un1versals, ~often used to

4
accouét for s1gnlar1t1es in L2 acquls1tlon by /native speakers of

many aﬁ erentjiig/guages; can also account for d1£ferenceﬁ&‘1f
the par melefLsett1ng view is taken 1nto con51derat10n, thus
;r1ng1ng us cioser to a theory that can aecount both"for4the
s1m1lar1t1es and the/,d1f£erences that have been observea in the

' acqo;s1t;on l}teratgpe., The results of thtg/stuay 1nd1cate that
having to change a parameter of UG may cause problems for

language learners and that this is a ;sourée of 1interference

errors, at least initially.

o . - .
N . - . “ '
o .
o . -
. ‘ )
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statistical analyses. , . SRR '

- ' This is a revised version of & paner presented at the

Eighth' Annual‘,Boston Uni?@rs&ty ConférenEe on' Language

Development, Octeber 1983. | |

- 2o
Ed

1.© .The Spanish sentences are taken Erom Jaeggli (19821; o

.\’)

»

‘ha .. '- . ) . . o . 4 l
2, The rema1n1ng éentenceiiinthe/tlit included a number of
‘ n ad

grammat1%el ser tences. .dZition, thete were some other °

ungrammat1ca1 ones wh1ch con ned a different un1versal

principlei’namely subjacency. These will not be reported on

here. ,/_ R

vy ./’ > ' -‘r o /, ' -
3. There were very few 'incidence5(6f» failure to respond, so
. / . 2 .‘ .
that the numbers responding incorrect are, in mogt cases,
the inverse OF almost the inverse, of the numbers °
| o o -23- |
Q , ' / 24




405

' e,
they failed,to correct the sentences with missing

X . -

i - /

responding correct. It was clear from the corrections that

0 . 4 ~ . . ‘ ) . ' ! .
. some Subjects judged sentences to be incorrect which were in
' - N

\

fact grammatical ot judged sentences to be incorrect for the

wrong reasons; th 'y w"’ould,‘)' fdr example, change the‘ tense.

" Such cases were counted as responses of correct ,since they

failed to indentifd the source of the error, so that the

corrections made were irrelevant. Note that the sentence

- numbers in the tables correspond to the numbers as given in

-

the Append1x.‘ In the tables, the percentages have been.

rounded up or down to the nearest round number, leadxng to

-

some minor inconsistencies.
In any case,‘1t seems clear that,an ability to "monxtor" in
Krashen' sense, is not .the only source of metalxngu1st1c

abilities to make_ grammatxsal1ty judgments. - Native

speakers, for example,-'can make grammaticality Jjudgments

: without havfng amx conscious knowledée of the; rulks

X
v .

involved, as cam chlldren. ' L
_ . 4 : . (

e q “
M 3

] \‘ ‘ .
Sed] also White (1977) for arguments that om1ss1on of
’ pronouns is a syntact1c error. Rative speakers of Span1sh‘
who omlgped the pronoun 1t in an el1c1ted productxon task

were present®d with au\transcr;pt of all their output and "

4 praek

asked to look for errors and correct them, . Inxmazy/casesf

ubjects, ’
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% again ;uggestiﬁg that the error could not”Be phonological.-

)
i

N\ 6. But See White (1983) for arguments that this View of

markedness in second language acquisition is in many cases

A

too strong.
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APPENDIX.

Test sentences:

» . . . ’ . » : cle 3 »
missing subjects, subject verb inversion and subject extraction.

+

—

2. We will be late for school if don't take this bus.
4., , Seems that Fred is unhappy;
5. ' The policemen didn't know when did eScape Ehe.prisoner.

. ) . ) >
8. My sister is very tired because came home late last night.

‘S/\V -

10. Who do you think will w1n the race’i

11. There looked a strange man through the w1ﬁaow.

13. Slept,the baby for 2 hours. . .

15. Walked the boy very far. |

17. Who did you say that arrlved 1ate7

18. Which man did she hcpe would marry her?

19. Which movie do you think that will be on television this evenlng?
21.v Francis is in_trouble bgcause did not do his homework.

22, John is gfeedy, Bats like a- pig.. =,

24. What program dld you say that John. wa:;hed last night?
27. The mailman came. Have arrived three letters.

28. Who do you believe will be the next president of the USA?

30. Is raining very hard today. A P
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